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Executive Summary

The 2020 Tree Canopy Monitoring Repdstails the amount of tree canopy
preserved and planted fonewresidential permits urbanunincorporated Snohomish
County.This monitoring report is reqarundersnohomish County Code 30.25.016

The purpose of the report is to summarize the outcomes from the updated tree canopy
regulations on an annual basis to assess their effectiveness and to determine whether
any adjustments or refinements should be considered.

The numbers below highlighe thtal amount of proposed and required 3@ar tree
canopy coveragen 2020, every proposed landscape plan that was approved, met
or exceeded the minimum-g@ar tree canopy coverage required in SCC
30.25.016(3).Newly planted canopy calculations are raesed by the square

footage size of a 208year mature tree.

2,054,772 sq. ft. 2 844

Total 20Year Can Ar
otal 20 Year Canopy Area New Trees

(New & Retained) Planted

1,933,354 sq. ft.

YA
Total 20 Year Canopy Area
RequiredNew & Retained) Total

percent of

12,197,676 sq. ft. Retained

Proposed

Total 20 Year Canopy Area Canopy

(New & Retained) froi2014-2020
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Introduction

On October 8, 2014, the Snohomish County CqassedAmendedOrdinance No.
14-073, relating to new regulations for tree canopy coverage. These new regulations,
effective October 27, 2014modifieddevelopment standards forban residential
landscapng to preservetree canopyrather than individuaignificantrees These
regulations ag located inChapter 30.250f the Snohomish County Code (SCC). The
codestill requires that significant trees be retained in all Critical Area Protection
Areas andbuffers and inperimeterlandscaping buffers.

Included in Amended Ordinance No-(Z3 was a requirement for the Department
of Planning and Development Servigd3S) to prepare an annual reportthe

ef fecti vene dree canbpyrdgliationsTloewepdrtys dequired to be
submitted tahe County Council by January 31 of each year.

Per SCC 30.25.014, PDS is required to provide data on the followwagdpics for
the applications it approved within the reporting period:

. The number of applications exempted from tree canopy requirements by each
exemptions in SCC 30.25.016(1).

. The number of applications to which the tree canopy requiremeratgied,
subtotaled by type of application.

. The number of applications using the Tree Survey method and the number usi
Aerial Estimation method for estimating existing tree canopy (applicable when
retention of existing canopy is to be ugeith whole or in part to meet the
requirements).

. For each application to which the tree canopy requirements are applied:

. The tree canopy required by Table 30.25.016(3) prior to any adjustments

. Any adjustments to the required tree canopy, the specific fyipeemtive or
other adjustment, and the specific code authority for the adjustment.

. The required tree canopy after all adjustments are made

. The use and effect of applying any other incentives for tree retention.

. The result of the calculation of existtagopy.

. The canopy of trees retained.

. The number of new trees planted.
. The result of the calculation of-g8ar canopy.

. For every allowable type of adjustment, the total number of applications that ut
and the total reduction in required tree canopguiing from it.
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METHODOLOGY

Because of the nature of monitoring and reporting, the methodology fomdaided

inthe repot has evolved over the past fiyears.Table 1containg summary of how
report methodologies have changed since the first tree canopy monitoring report was
preparedin 2015. A more detailed discussion of the methodology changes follows
the table.

Tablel. Tree Canopy Monitoring Report Data Collection Meth@f152020.

Report :
Year Data Collection Method
2015 Included data for proposed landscaping plansdtresidential land
& useapplicationswithin the urban growth arghat were either

2016 submitted or approvedh the prior year
Includedbnlydata from landscape plans f@pproveddevelopment
2017 activities thatvere subject to tree canopy regulations in SCC
& 30.25.016. Data collection timgames varied and generally
2018 i ncluded the previous year ds
included more than a 12 month timeframe)
These reportgollow the same methodology as the 2017 and 201¢
reports apart fromlimiting the time frame to the 12 monihise
timeframe for data collection is now a calengaar (CY) and the
report titlesreflect this change.
This report follows the same methodology established as the pre
2020 twoyears. The 2020 report has removed the calengar based
title heading for further clarity.

CY2018
&
CY 2019

Due to limitedlata availability, the firstwo reports(2015 & 2016) included
landscape plans faall residentialand use development applications within the urban
growth areaswvhichwere either submitted or approved in the prior year.

The methodology was substantially revised for the 28@@rt, which transitioned to
only include approved landscaping plaris not uncommon for an application to be
revised between the time of submittal and final approvatludingnly those
applications which received final approval improved theracguwf the monitoring
report. As a resulthe 2017 report includednlylandscaping plans that were
approved from the effective date ddmended Ordinance No. 1873 (November 1,
2014) through Novembe30, 2016. In total, the 2017 report included 61 lasthping
plans. The 2018 report followed the same methodology and included a total of 58
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landscaping plas, which were approved betweBecembed, 2016 through
DecembefBll, 2017.

Inthe 2018 report, PDS staff recommended transitioning to a calendar(@gr
reporting timeframeThischange creaté a standardized 12month reporting period

goingforwmards o t hat the i nformation igstentgach vy
compared overiine. Th&Y 2018 reoort wasthe first reporto adopt
recommendation

This 2020 report uses the same methodology asphsttwo reportsand includes
informatiorfrom 50 landscape planthat werecomponents of development activity
applicationpermits.These landscape plan®re approvedbetweenJanuary 1,

2020, throughDecembeB1, 2020. Due tothe revised methodology, informatioom
reports produced prior tthe CY 2018 reportwill be sparingly used. Themsports
summarizedata only from landscaping plarthat were submittecand would
potentially doublecount landscape plans thave since beeapproved

Background

The genesis for thgpdated2014 tree canopy regulations was feedback from
developersnvha in desiging projects undethe 2009 tree retentiorregulations,
identifieda number of issues, including:

9 Concerns about survivability of newly planted trebgn planted in
inappropriate locations atense clustets meet the requirements;

1 Cossto complete a survey of significant treesforested parcels;

9 Unavailability of off-site replanting areas witlhthe immediate vicinity of many
projecs (allowed bycode when there was insufficient areasda for
replacement treesand

91 Developers gpassing heavily forested sites due to the cosbofplying with
the 2009 tree retention regulations

In addition, PDS staff hypothesizitht, under the tree retentitieplacement

regulationsfull build-out density of urban residential sites as prescribed by the

Growth Management Act (GMA) Comprehensive Rt mot be feasible on some
heavilyforestedparcels This was noted as a potentiahdlict with the GMA goals

and Puget Sound Reg,i whithaencolCagaidevelopménswithini s i
UGAs to preserve rural and resource lands.
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In 2014,PDS proposed amending the coddédousonthe concept of preservirand
expandingtree canopy rather thajust orretaining and replacingndividual trees
The staff proposal includencentives for retaining significant trdésllaving Planning
Commission revieaxtensivestakeholder outreadnd participationand several
public hearingghe County Counaldopted the code amendmentsOctober 2014.

The code amendments were passed under Ordinanr®6&3,Avhich amended Title

30 SCC and wupdated t he dlewrdinaycdess 61 agnodasl c a
seek to maintain canopy coverage through retention and replacement of existing tree
canopy, while providing flexible options for developers to obtain urban densities as
prescribed in the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan.

TreeCanopy CoveragénalysiBBackground

In order to establish base line percentages for tree canopy coverage in individual
sites, the county relied on a highel GIS analysis of thgationalLand Cover Data
provided by the US Geologic ServiggSGS)This dta was analyzed in 2013
utilizing USGS Land Cover Data from 2011. Every five years USGS ralpasdsd
land coverdata.

The analysis determined the unincorporated urban growth areas of Snohomish County
contained an estimated 30% canopy coverage between public and private Temals.
ordinance sought to maintain 30% tree canopy coverage in unincorporated urban
areas of Snohoish County. Although the code does not require further analysis of
future USGS Best Available Land Cover Data, canopy coverage is measured
individually by permits.

2020 Updated Tree Canopy Coverage Analysis

For the 2020 Tree Canopy Report, PDS Staff thekopportunity to update the tree
canopy coverage in unincorporated urban Snohomish County. While this is not a
requiredelement of the monitoring report, PDS staff wanted a better understanding
of how tree canopy coverage is changing in the county.

It should be noted that both the original and updated analysis represent the entire
ur ban unincorporated areas. Snohomish C
to urban residential development.

USGS National Land Cover Database

USGS released their most reciliational Land Cover Databas® 2016, which
reports data from 2015. As of thigport being published, the 2021 National Land
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Cover Database has not been released. PDS staff conducted an analysis of the most
recent 2015 USGS data to directly compare to the 2011 data that was used to

create Ordinance No. 2873. Due to updated analyscapabilities, the USGS 2011

data was also generated.

Through using the same analysis framework, PDS staff found that the canopy
coverage was less than the originally determined 30%. There are a variety of factors
that may account for this differencEheUSGSdata is fairly course in resolution,
displaying an estimated percentage of tree canopy coveragdifferent GIS

analyses can establish a different baseline

Belowin Table 2 you can find the canopy coverage percentagesparing the 2011
USGSdata, 2016 USGS data, and the 2015 NOAA/SWM datéhe final

percentage canopy coverage comes from two different forms of andlisis.
OAverage Percentage Unincorporated UGAG
percentages. The 0 TdotUdGAOP aremea rets ebirtisn o
of all the UGAsompared taacres with canopy coverag&.moredetailed

percentage breakdown and canopy coverage maps can be found in App2ndix

(USGS 2011) and Append& (USGS 2016) of this report.

NOAA National griculture Imagery Program

In addition to the USGS National Land Cover Database, the National Oceanic
Association (NOAA) released has developedaonal Agriculture Imagery Program
(NAIP). The NAI®a highresolution land cover data that efEmore detail than the

USGS dataset. Snohomish County Department of Surface Water Management (SWM)
used the NOAA dataset to develop a higisolution Land Cover using the 2015 NAIP
imagery in 2017.

This 2015 NAIP imagery was combined with ther imayery conducted by
Snohomish County. The 2015 Snohomish County imagery includedred (ifRpa

band which allowed for a more accurate analysis of tree canopy coverage. The
county hapartneredwith other cities, tribes, and agencies to commit to flighg h
resolution imagery every other year for a total of five flights (2018, 2020, 2022,
2026). Due to budget constraints, the 2020 flyover did not include an IR band. The
most recent 2020 NAIP imagery has not yet been processed by Snohomish County
staff.

PDS6 staff used the 2015 NOAA and SWM d
urban unincorporated tree canopy coverage in Snohomish County. This improved data
allowed for a more detailed look at the overall canopy percentage of the county, in
additiontoind vi du al Urban Growth Areas (UGAGO®OS
percentages of tree canopy for the unincorporated portion of each urban growth
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area. A more detailed percentage breakdown and canopy coverage maps can be
found in AppendiXd (NOAA/SWM 2015) of tiis report.

Table2. Tree Canopy Coverage in
Snohomi sh County Unincorporated Urb

USGS 2011 USGS 2016 NOAA/SWM
Data Data 2015 Data
Tree Canopy Tree Canopy Tree Canopy
Coverage Coverage Coverage
Percent Percent Percent

Unincorporated

UGA Name

ArlingtonUGA 18.42% 18.13% 30.21%

58.69% 58.83% 82.91%
30.97% 30.97% 43.93%
40.62% 41.55% 53.85%
15.06% 14.9% 20.46%
9.21% 9.21% 18.84%
8.09% 8.09% 17.48%
35.84% 35.58% 44.28%
17.23% 17.23% 23.32%

Southwest County UGA 0 0 0
(SWUGA) 25.04% 24.23% 37.89%

Stanwood UGA 24.61% 24.38% 36.63%
Sultan UGA 27.53% 27.60% 40.86%

Average Percentage
Unincorporated UGA 26.03% 25.8% 37.55%

Total Percentage 0 0
Unincorporated UGA 24.82% 24.16% 37.71%

2014 Tree Canopy Regulations

Tree canopy regulatiorasre contained i8CC30.25.016. The regulationsstabliska
minimum amount of tree canopy to be provided for eabhn residential

development on a sliding scatepending on the type of residential construction
(detached versus attached) and the number of lots o(Talie 1) Under his

approach a higher canopy percentage requiredfor single family than multiple

family developmentto balanceenvironmental goals wiiihcreasd density along

transit corridors and to accommodate future population growth in an efficient manner
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Table 3 presentdie amount of tree canopy required for new residential development
applications.

Table3. Tree Canopy Coverage Requirements (SCC 30.25.016(3))
Required 20Year Tree
Type of Development Canopy Coverage

(gross site area)
30%

Subdivisions for Single Family Residential
(10+ lots)
Short Subdivisions for Single Family Residentiz 2504
(4 to 9 lots)
Short Subdivisions for Single Family Residentie 20%
(< 4 lots)
Single Family Detached Units, Cottage Housin
Townhouse, Multifamily 20%
(10+ units)
Single Family Detached Units, Cottage Housin
Townhouse, Multifamily 15%
(< 10 units)
Urban Center
(residential and mixed use projects only)

15%

These tree canopy requirements apply equally to sites which have existing canopy
and those that do not, and they can be met through either tree retention or new
planting, or a combination of both. This provision is an important change from the
2009 tree replacement regulations which only applied to sites with significant trees.
This approach provides an opportunity to expand the urban tree canopy on
redevelopment sites or sites that had been cleared in the past, particularly since urban
residential sites edady have a requirement to landscape 10 percent of the total

gross site area, which could be utilized as space to plant trees.

Retaining significant trees remains an objective of the new regulations. Under the
revised regulations, incentives existrtcoairage developers to retain both individual
significant trees and stands of significant trees. The revised regulations also maintain
the previous requirements that significant trees in critical areas and perimeter
landscaping be retained. The updated wgtions now also address species mix,
encouragingnore native trees to be planted to minimize disease and improve
survivability. Finally, the regulatigg@moteplanting the right tree in the right place

to ensure long term survivability.
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Measuring New Canopy

Newly planted canopy calculations are measured by the square footage size ef a 20
year mature tree30.25.016(4)) Snohomish County uses@e Canopy Coverage
Listof approved landscaping trees to measure the mature canopy area.

AnnualReport onTree Canopy
FiveRequirements

The assessment of the five reporting requirements outlined in the
Introduction section of this report is based oc&view ofapproved
residentialdevelopment activities that are subject to the tree canopy
regulations in SCC 30.25.016ach othefive spedic reporting
requirements is discussed in the following s&ction

Report Requirement #1.

Number of Applications Exempt from Requirements

The following activities, which are listed in SCC 30.25.016(1), are exempt from the
tree canopy requiremenits SCC 30.25.016

1. Removal of any hazardous, dead or diseased trees, and as necessary to
remedy an immediate threat to person or property as deieed by a letter
from a qualified arborist;

2. Construction of a singlamily dwelling, duplex, accessory or ramtessory
storage structure on an individual lot created prior to April 21, 2009 or created
by a subdivision or short subdivision for whichgpteie application was
submitted prior to April 21, 2009;

3. Construction or maintenance of public or private road network elements, and
public or private utilities including utility easements not related to development
subject to chapter 30.23A, 30.34A, 30@ or 30.42E SCC;

4. Construction or maintenance of public parks and trails when located within an
urban residential zone; and

5. Pruning and maintenance of trees.

SincePDS does not issue a permit for pruning or for the removal ofdamatres,
there iscurentlynomethodto accurately tracland reportthesetwo activities
Collecting data fothethreeremaining exempted activitiesalsovery challenging
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becauseavailable permit data doesiot providea means to trackr report onthese
activities As a resultpo datahas beercollectedfor this or for any past reports
Development of a system to collect, monitor, and assess this information would be a
major program effort.

Report Requirement #2:

Number and Type of Applications

Duringthis reporting periodJanuaryl, 2020 throughDecembeB1, 2020), a total
of 50 developmenapplications subject to the tree canopy regulatioase
approved.The 2020 report compareshe 50 approved development applications
withdata from previouseports

Chart 1 shows the overall trends of permit applications that have been subject to tree
canopy regulations. CY 20Xisplay the lowestlecline irtotal applications fronthe

past 3 yearsTable4 summarizethe number and type of applicatiotigmtare

subject to the tree canopy requirements in SCC 3.&5lt should be noted that

some of the townhouse applications also invééwetsubdivisiopursuant to SCC
30.41A.205.

Chart 1. Total Permipplications Subject to Tree Canopy Regulations
80
70

67
61
60 58
49 50
50
40 36
30
20
11

B

0

2015 2016 2017 2018 CY 2018 CY 2019 2020
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Table4. Numberand Type ofApplications

2018 CY 2018| CY 2019
Report  Report

Application Type (1176 (119-
Subdivision (10+ lots) 10 18 9 10
Short Subdivision 9 lots) 7 14 9 7
Short Subdivision (< 4 lots) 2 8 3 11
Single Family Detached Units
(10+ units) 11 ! 10 4
Single Family Detached Units
(<10 units) s 8 & 12
Cottage Housing (10+ units) 0 0 0 0
Cottage Housing (< 10nits) 0 0 0 0
Townhouse (10+ units) 12 5 3 3
Townhouse (<10 units) 1 3 2 3
Multiple Family (10+ units) 2 3 4 0
Multiple Family (<10 units) 0 0 0 0
Urban Center
(residential and mixed use only S 3 3 0
Total 58 67 49 50

Report Requirement #3:

Number of Applications Calculating the Retained Existi
Tree Canopy

Applicants that proposeetainng a portionor all theirexisting tree canopyo meet

the canopy requiremehtve two options for calculating canopy coverages tre

survey method dhe aerial estimation methddnder the tree survey method, the
average 20-year canopy is calculated for each tree retained, whereas, under the
aerial estimation method, an applicant can calculate the extent of the canopy by using
a recent air photo

Table5 shows the number of applicatidhnat usel eachspecific method of
requirementsApplicants that decide not to utilize either of these methods to preserve
trees and rely only on planting a new canopy, calculate theye2d caropy

coverage for each new tree planted.
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Table5. Number ofApplicationsby Method

Tree Survey 9 19 4 7
Aerial Estimation 13 11 15 19
Total 22 30 19 26

Forthis reporting periogseverapplicationautilizedthe tree survey method whil®
applied the aerial estimation methothe remaing 24 applicationsused only new
canopy to meet their required canopy coverage¥#@f the approved permits
proposedexclusively new tree canopy to meet the canopy requirermedttherefore
did not utilize a tree canopy estimation method for canopy retefiseveral of
those cases, the landscape plans indicated that some existing canopy and some
significant trees were retainédoften to meet other landscag and retention
requirements. Howevehjs informatiors not included in the canopy calculations
relied upon for this repart

Chart 2 and Tablé show that there was a decline in the number of wiesy

(option 1) utilized as a method for calculating canopy coverdde results from CY

2019 show an overall decline in the number of permit applications that required
landscape review for tree canopyhere was a slight uptick of the aerial estimation
method(option 2).Past reports have suggested that option 2 has been used more
overall by developers because it costs less to identify individual trees. This suggests
that the cost of conducting a tree survey or aerial estimation may not be considered to
be adequately compensated by the canopy bonuses available for retaining significant
trees. To further assess this trend, it may be useful to survey developers to better
understand their reasoning for utilizing or not utilizipgrticularincentive.
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Chart 2 Number of Applications Calculating the Retained Existing Tree Canopy

80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

m No Retention/New
Canopy Only
Option 2 Aerial
I Estimation

m Option 1 Tree Survey

2015 2016 2017 CY CYy 2020
2018 2019

Report Requirement #4 and #5:

Data for Each Application & Number of Adjustments U

These tworeportingrequiremergrequire additionabetailed information about each
of the 50 applicationsapprovedduring this reporting period.he specific data
required for each application enumeratedelow andis provided iPAppendix 2 to
this reportTable6 provides an aggregate overview for the data requirements listed
below.

N =

ONOO AW

The tree canopy required by Table 30.2%6(3) prior to any adjustments;

Any adjustments to the required tree canopy, the specific type of incentive or
other adjustment, and tlspecific cde authority for the adjustment;

The required &e canopy after all adjustments;

The use and effect of applying any othecentives for tree retention;

The result of thealculation of existing canopy;

The canopy of trees retained;

The numberfaew trees planted; and

The result of the calculation of-¢£8ar canopy.
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Table6. AggregateData for ApprovedApplications

. PAONRS CY 2018 CY 2019 2020
Reporting Report Report Report Report

Total

. (12/16 &
Requirement (12/16 & (1/188 (1/19 & (1/20 - 12/20)

12/17) 12/18) 12/19) 12/20)
Number of applications 58 67 49 50

Tree canopy required b
code (sq. ft.) 1,721,248 1,464,513 1,455,244 1,933,354 6,574,359

Adjustments to canop
requirements (sqg. ft.)

Tree Survey
(sq_. ft.)
=Sdiey  Optionl
Canopy Aerial
sEEIER]  Estimation

(sq_. ft.)
Option 2

Total number of trees

Final20-year tree
ez lplojo) A1 [ Eilog NSl 2,247,516 1,686,790 1,822,584 2,054,772 7,811,662
ft.)

224

-9,770 -15,560 -9,563 -3,367 -31,526

58,519 35,420 32,706 22,418 149,063

259,713 475,231 654,672 1,041,803 2,431,419

For this repoimg period a total of four applications utilizedanopy bonuses
(adjustments to canopy requiremeawsilable for significant treeetention in SCC
30.25.016(5).In CY 2019 there were also four applications that utilized bonuses. In
CY 2018, there were 14 bonuses appliddhe application of thos2020 bonuses had
the effect of reducing the canopy requiremdotdhose projectby an aggregate

3,367 sq. ft

Every proposed landsceapplan that was approved i8020 met orexceeded the
minimum 2§ear tree canopy coverage required in SCC 30.25.016(3). The total
amount of proposed 2Qear tree canopy coveragéor the 2020 report was
2,054,772 sq. ft.Thigs 121,418 sq. ft.,or approximately6% more than required
this past gar.

13 of the 50 landscapeplans hadat least five percentage points more canopy than

necessary to meet their requiremeonimp@red to CY 200 which had32 out 0f49
applications that had at least five percentage points more than required
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A total of 2,844 new treesare proposedto be planted,ncluding trees planted to

meet other landscaping requirements, such as parking lot landscaping and street trees.
This is | ess than in previous yearso re
number of new trees plantelth many applications, thoseds are not included in the
canopy calculationglthough they would be eligiblbecause of the species mix
requirements applicable to canopy trees. For this reasonctina &ree canopy

provided by urbarresidential development is often undeported by the canopy
calculations provided by the applicants and compiled into this r&wtarly the

actual retention of tree canopy and existing significant tre@sdsrreported and is
oftengreaterthan is indicated by the canopy calculations. Simterstention is still

required within perimeter landscaping and critical areas, there is often no tree survey
performed in those areas where no land disturbance is planned.

As i n | ast yeards report, nowgamopwy f t he p
requirementas allowed for certain situations by subsections 30.25.016(8) and (9).

This could suggest that the tree canopy requirements are not overly burdensome to
applicants. In the future, the County may consider reviewing why the reducgons hav
not been utilize@s frequentlyand whether or not they should be revised

Overall, six projecs mettheir canopy requirements exclusively through retention of
existing canopycompared tanefrom CY 201924 projects met therequirements
entirely through plantinof new trees. The remaini@ projects usiéa combination

of canopy retention and new trees to meet the canopy requirermbrgsliversity of
approach suggests that the regulations are flexible enough to accomrddtiatnt

site conditions within the urban growth areas. It also indicatekdhragulationsare
producing both canopy retention and new canopy creation within urban residential
areas to help mitigate the inevitable loss of tree canopy from develomment
previously undeveloped urban sites.

Because prelevelopment tree canopy calculations are not required, except for
projects and site areas where retention is used to meet the canopy requirements, it is
not possible to measure the overall net changfgeimirban tree canopy using only the
data available for these monitoring reports. Even if such canopy measurements were
made, other factors, such@asnges to landscaping aftdevelopmenapproval

despite requirements in code to retain proposed landsgapould hamper efforts to
accurately monitor changes in the overall canopy.

As mentioned above, even at the project level the canopy calculations do not
accurately reflect new canopy because they frequently exclude trees used to meet
otherlandscaping requirements where species mix is not also redinesbest tool

for overallcanopymonitoringemains the satellite imagery availalftem the

federal governmenapproximatelyeveryfive years
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Recommendatiofx 2020 and Beyond

PDS staffintends tacontinue toefineadministrative processes in an effort to make

the documentation and review steps associated with the canopy regulations
streamlined for both the customer and Bfa8. Staffhasalso exploed ways to

better utilize ts permit tracking syste®®MANDA to complete the data collection and
compilation processes required to complete this annual r€pere is an opportunity

for PDS staff to continue improvements to promote efficiency in the collection of tree
canopy calalations and the preparation of the annual report.

The following recommeatttbns represent efforts gireamline the administrative
process, improve the quality of the data collected, and further expand flexibility for
applicants.

Administrative Changes

1. Revise the tree canopy calculations required on the landscape plan to be a
standardized table. When the tree canopy calculation sheet is not used or
standardizedinformation can be missing elements that are required to be
reported.In addition to possibly missing key information, there is the added
staff time required to collect the data from the landscape plan. Frequently
information is organized differently from plan to plan, which greatly increases
the time it takes to report thaata.

2. Update the Tree Canopy Calculation sh&be updated sheet should
reorganize information to reflect the priority of data collected. It should also be
transformed into a form that exports the informatndo & downloadable Excel
sheetThis wouldeduce staff time in retrievirtgee canopy datgpermitby-
permit, and allow for increased amount of information recorded.

3. Track Tree Type Diversity. Using the already provided planting information
from the Tree Canopy Calculation Sheet, the data camsbd to evaluate the
species and frequency of new tree plantings. Incorporating this data in the
report would provide an improved picture of the new canopy diversity.

4. Generate a monthly permit report for issued permits that require tree canopy
calculations. There are already several monthly permit reports for select types
of permits. Providing a monthly report would provide better tracking throughout
the year.
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5. Continue the transition to a calendar year reporting timeframe, which will
create a standardized 12nonth reporting period. This will improve the
consistency of the report being used as a comparative tool over time.

Data Quality

1. Update USG&nd NOAAdata for canopy coverageThe Amended Ordinance
No. 14073 identified that urban unincorporated Snohomish County had 30%
tree canopy coverage, and that the intent of the Tree Canopy requirements was
to maintain this percentage. Currentlypl$mish County Codees not require
further GIS analysis of the most recent USGS Best Available Land Cover Data
or improved datasetThrough updating the most recent datséhe county
would benefit from better understanding how effective the current policies are
at complyng with policy, and provide better data for future reports to use for
analysis.

2.Look into the Li DAR data used Inn Cit
addition to the USGS data, the City of Seattle partnered with the University of
Vermont Spatialnalysis Lab to conduct a LIDAR study of urban tree camopy
2016. This provided the city with comprehensive dataoopy coverage in
individual lots. Undertaking a similar stwgyuld provide canopy coverage
percentages for individual parcelsandwogldt eat | y i mpr ove th
ability to assess the success of the tree canopy code requirements.

Flexibilityfor Applicants
1. Update the Native Tree Species li$anning and Development ServigdsS)
is currently in the process of updating the Native Tree Species List for the
county. Officially updating this list that is provided to developers would help to
broaden the available tree species to include in the landscape plan, and more
accurately repremnt the predicted 26/ear canopy coverage.

2. Create form for tree species submitiiere is currently no way for applicants
to include tree species that are not listethenative and nenative lists. PDS
is currently developing a form in which basiadn the tree could generate
the 20year canopy coverage estimate. This additional form would provide
applicants with greater flexibility in landscaping their development.

Regional Tree Canopy Monitoring

1. Evergreen Communities AtteEvergreerCommutiesAct(ECAwaspassed
by the WashingtorState Legislaturen April 2008 with supportfroma coalition
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of severalstateagenciesnonrprofit organizationsytility companiesind other
stakeholdersTheECAwasdesignedio assisimunicipalitieand juriglictions
acrosdhe stateto better manageurbanforeststo increasehe benefitsand
valuesof the ecologicalsocialand economiserviceshat urbantreesprovide.

Thegoal of an updatedfundedECAreport will provide guidance fundingand
technicabssistance Washingtorcitiesand townsto developtree inventories,
managemenplans,and othernecessaryoolsto improvethe planting,
protectionand managemenvf communityrees. Thereis norequirementor
SnohomisBGountyto adopt thesefuturerecommendatiorisomthe ECAreport.
It isrecommendetb monitorthe progressof the updatedreport whenit is
released.
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APPENDIX

Table 7: DetailedInformation by Applicationfor Approvals fromJanuary 1, 2020 through December 31, ZD.

Use and _
e, S Euaing Cabomy e 20 vear
Tree Tree Gross  Incentives Canopy to frees Number  Canopy Total Tree
Application Canopy  Canopy  gjio area  for Tree be retained  CLNEW Area Canopy

Percent Area After
Required Adjustment

Trees  Proposed Percent

(sq.ft.) Retention Retained (including Planted (New &  Proposed

(sq. ft. of (% of site  bonuses)

(sq. ft.) bonus area) (sq. ft) REElEe)
canopy)
13 Drive SE - 2504 11,667 46,667 0 16% 7,236 12 11,802 255%
424 205th
Lynnwood  15% 4,692 31,280 0 0% : 22 6,960 22.3%
SFDU
88th SFDU  15% 4,470 29,797 0 0% : 14 4,755 16.0%
Allen SOt 259 7,603 30,411 0 1% 338 16 8,271 27.2%
Bliss Homes 209 15821 79,107 0 22% - 44 13627  17.2%
Brasswood  30% 166,073 553,578 0 16% 86,035 210 175265  31.7%
Carlton Circle 0 29 2 0 2 25.49
D e 25% 12,207 48,829 0 0% : 40 12,388 5.4%
Chapeldale 9 2,389 15,924 0 0% 14 2,765 17.4%
Townhomes 15% ’ ’ ’ ] ’ il
CTC 5% 2,599 17,329 0 3% 574 10 2,930 16.9%
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Use and
Effect of

Calculation

Calculated

Required . T 20 Year
Tree Tree Gross I'?l\gglr?/t:cgs cga?gang Catr;ggys/ of Number Canopy Total Tree
. Canopy Canopy . by : of New Area Canopy
Application Site Area  for Tree be retained
Percent Area After (sq.ft) Retention Retained (includin Trees Proposed  Percent
Required Adjustment q. 1. 0 . 9 Planted (New &  Proposed
(sq. ft.) (sq. ft.of (% of site  bonuses) Retained)
q. 1. bonus area) (sq. ft)
canopy)

gﬁg‘g';?;‘t 20% 3,123 15,614 0 0% ; 14 4,008 25.7%

DH“e‘i:gﬁtzs 30% 63,294 210,979 0 18% 37,839 72 63,317 30.0%
gml?;%elj 15% 2,213 14,753 0 24% 3,530 0 3,530 23.9%
EcgeF'k[’)aljger 1506 2114 14,092 0 0% i 10 2 880 20.4%

ECE%gark 30% 103,246 344,153 0 1% 1,346 347 103,387 30.0%
Eco 144th SP  20% 3,478 17,391 0 0% - 12 4,680 26.9%
Ed'fj’l‘a?hort 20% 3,000 15,000 0 0% i 17 3.147 21.0%
- oﬁﬁm os 15% 3.004 20,029 0 0% ; 11 3,135 15.7%

Fan SFDU 15% 2.875 19,166 0 0% - 8 3,508 18.3%
Golubovich 20% 2,992 14,961 0 0% - 10 3,008 20.1%
HardySFDU  15% 2.484 16,562 0 9% 1,440 11 3,875 23.4%
E';T]t:?:eie?é 15% 22.272 148,478 0 13% 19,778 24 23,023 15.5%
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Use and
Effect of Calculation Calculated

Required . T 20 Year
Tree Tree Gross I'?l\gglr?/t:cgs cga?gg’gqg Catr;ggys/ o Number  Canopy Total Tree
Application Canopy Canopy Site Area  for Tree be retained of New Area Canopy
Percent Area After (sq.ft) Retention Retained (includin Trees Proposed  Percent
Required Adjustment q. 1. ft. of % of Si b 9 Planted (New &  Proposed
(sq. ft.) (sq. ft. o (% of site onuses) Retained)
T bonus area) (sq. ft)
canopy)
Holland
Hollow SP 20% 5,963 27,815 0 0% - 14 5,824 20.9%
Juniper
Heights SFDU 20% 5,046 25,230 0 0% - 20 5,826 23.1%
Lakl\eAStlckney 20% 6,260 31,300 0 0% - 48 19,080 61.0%
anor
Lakeside J00P 200 34,017 170,086 0 0% : 104 35270  20.7%
Liu Short Plat 25% 18,529 74,115 0 27% 20,285 0 20,285 27.4%
Logﬁg LSaP”e 15% 3,176 21,176 0 0% - 18 3,516 16.6%
Lotus Flomes 3006 28,428 94,761 0 : : 103 28434 30.0%
Me?@gga'e 15% 2,359 15,725 0 30% 4,704 0 4,704 29.9%
Meadowdde
Townhomes 20% 10,029 50,145 0 0% - 60 10,033 20.0%
'\E')i'glzrf 15% 2,026 13,504 0 4% 536 16 3,988 29.5%
Middlebook 309 83,278 27,7592 0 0% . 363 83437  30.1%
Milosay Short 5004 5,106 25,530 0 3% 730 17 5,338 20.9%
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Use and
Effect of

Calculation

Calculated

Required . T 20 Year
Tree Tree Gross I'?l\gglr?/t:cgs cga?gang Catr;ggys/ ] Number  Canopy Total Tree
. Canopy Canopy . by : of New Area Canopy
Application Site Area  for Tree be retained
Percent Area After (sq.ft) Retention Retained (includin Trees Proposed  Percent
Required Adjustment q. 1. ft. of % of Si b 9 Planted (New &  Proposed
(sq. ft.) (sq. ft. o (% of site onuses) Retained)
T bonus area) (sq. ft)
canopy)

Msur?cl)lr?rp?alt()t 20% 3,583 17,917 0 20% 3,636 0 3,636 20.3%
NguyPelgtShort 20% 5188 25,938 0 9% 2,259 20 5,565 21.5%

Qakwood % 28,936 96,452 0 0% 87 29,102 30.2%

CoutPsp  30% : 7 6 - , 2%
OspLelyétShOrt — 3.655 18,276 0 12% 2,171 6 4,091 22.4%

pnecrest 5% 15896 63,584 0 19% 12,202 12 15,910 25.0%

neminglon 30% 295239 984,130 0 38% 367,352 0 367,352  37.3%
Rendan Shott 254 19,104 76,417 0 6% 4,616 45 19,177 25.1%

HZ?;ﬁtgrgP 20% 7,617 38,086 555 5% 2,773 16 8,883 23.3%
Richard Lord  25% 10,888 43,550 937 8% 4,687 16 10,927 25.1%

Rosefeld  20% 17,300 86,502 0 0% : 49 17,367  20.1%
Fé,?;{,‘g'ézsohn‘gt 20% 4,320 21,600 1375 25% 6,880 0 6.880 31.9%
Sha‘ﬂg‘é"greek 30% 43,869 146,229 0 0% - 148 43,978 30.1%

Page 22 of 33




Use and
. Effect of Calculation Calculated
Required . T 20 Year
Tree Tree Gross I'?l\gglr?/t:cgs cgai)gang Catr;ggys/ ] Number  Canopy Total Tree
. Canopy Canopy . by : of New Area Canopy
Application Site Area  for Tree be retained
Percent Area After (sq.ft) Retention Retained (includin Trees Proposed  Percent
Required Adjustment q. 1. ft. of % of Si b 9 Planted (New &  Proposed
(sq. ft.) (sq. ft. o (% of site onuses) Retained)
T bonus area) (sq. ft)
canopy)
Sp“”F?RHDO”OW 30% 30,010 100,032 0 6% 5,767 79 30,087 30.1%
Springfield
Court SEDU 20% 8,819 44,095 0 0% - 38 8,953 20.3%
Summit SFDU 15% 2,502 16,678 0 0% - 10 3,680 22.1%
Tran SFDU 15% 4,319 28,791 500 7% 2,500 14 5,820 20.2%
Woods Creek 30, 786,677 2,622,258 0 18% 465,007 623 787,278 30.0%

Vista
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APPENDIX 2

Table8: DetailedUSGS 201Unincorporated USGS Data.

2011 USGS 2011 USGS 2011 USGS
UnincorporatedJGA UnincorporatedJGA Unincorporated UGA
UGA Name Acres Tree CanopyAcres Percent Canopy Coverag

335.2048429 61.75789763
773.486286 453.9347471
150.8596211 46.72339077
244.2192657 101.6512877
2,030.683097 305.7885695
1,030.257169 94.92860447
233.0419261 18.86377142
986.4935994 353.5439534
871.8873318 150.2241087
27,848.06409 6971.998863
315.0579906 77.55148033
168.4052183 46.35612792

Average Percentage
Unincorporated UGA 26.03%
Sum Total Acrg 34,987.66043 8,683.322802

Total Percentage
Unincorporated UGA

Unincorporated

24.82%
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